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delegation taking part in the Conference and which was therefore
distinguishable from the General Commission only in name, began
work on the 14th February. It decided to discuss first the British
proposal that the European states should make a solemn affirmation
against resort to force. The debate on this question, which lasted
until the 2nd March, turned mainly on two points:1 whether the
declaration should be confined to Europe or should be extended to
include all countries, and whether or not reservations should be
included permitting the application of force in execution of previous
obligations such as the Covenant of the League and the Locarno
Treaties. The principal advocate of an extension of the scope of the
declaration to cover the whole World was Monsieur Litvinov, who
pointed out that if the declaration were confined to Europe the
signatories of the Kellogg-Briand Pact would fall into two categories
—the European states who had renounced the use of force as well as
the use of war, and the non-European states who would still be free
to resort to force. Monsieur Litvinov was supported by the representa-
tives of Persia, Turkey, China, and Afghanistan, but considerable
weight was felt to attach to the argument, which was put forward
by Monsieur Paul-Boncour, that the United States, through the
mouth of Mr. Gibson,2 had recommended the European states to
come to a preliminary understanding among themselves on matters
affecting their security. The representative of the United States did
not join in the discussion, but Sir Philip -Bassoon, for Great Britain,
indicated that his Government had proposed, and were ready to
accept, a declaration applying only to Europe.3 It was finally agreed
1	There was also some discussion in regard to the use of the word 'force'.
Mr. Eden explained that the word had been used deliberately in the British
draft in order to avoid controversy, in any case that might arise, as to whether
the action taken amounted to war or not.   The Italian delegate expressed
a preference for the use of the word 'war', but he did not receive any support,
though the German delegate provoked criticism by remarking that the
assembly of German troops in the demilitarized zone could not be considered
a resort to force. It was obvious, indeed, that it was only the expression 'resort
to force' which differentiated the proposed affirmation from the undertaking
which was already binding upon signatories of the Kellogg Pact.  The point
of view that the multiplication of international pacts only served to throw
doubt on their efficacy was put with some emphasis by Serlor de Madariaga.
2	See pp. 233-4 above.
3	Presumably the intention of the British Government was to retain their
freedom of action 'in certain regions of the World', in accordance with the
'British Monroe Doctrine' which had been formulated at the time of the
negotiation of the Briand-Kellogg Pact (see the Survey for 1928, pp. 20-1).
Possibly, also, the attitude of the British delegate was coloured by knowledge
of the fact that a declaration of world-wide scope would not be accepted by
Japan,

